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REMARKS 

Claims 34-42 and 50-52 are pending after amendment. Applicant respectfully 
requests reconsideration and reexamination of the pending claims. Applicant has filed 
this pre-appeal brief request for review in light of the following clear error in the July 24, 
2006 final office action. 

I. The drawings clearly show the features of the claims 

The Office Action of July 24 7 2006 ("the Office Action") alleges that the 
drawings do not show every element of the claims, Particularly, on page 2, the Office 
Action alleges that the figures do not show a printed circuit board disposed outside the 
mold frame (claims 34, 50, and 52), and do not show an opening of the mold frame 
exposing a center portion of the bottom surface of the bottom chassis (claim 36), 

This is a clear error, since these features are each illustrated in the figures. For 
example, FIG. 4 shows a cross-sectional view illustrating the mold frame 600 assembled 
with bottom chassis 300, so that the rear surface of bottom chassis 300 is exposed 
through the opening in the bottom surf ace of the mold frame 600. Note that the bottom 
surface of the bottom chassis 300 is illustrated as being flush with the bottom of mold 
frame 600 in the example of FIG. 4. PCB 500 and PCB 400 are both illustrated as 
disposed outside the mold frame. 

The Advisory Action of October 5, 2006 ("the Advisory Action") alleges that 
FIGS- 3 and 4 are inconsistent, and so the objection to the drawings should stand. 
However, there is no ambiguity as to the position of PCBs 400 and 500 as shown in FIG. 
4: they are disposed outside mold frame 600. The Advisory Action admits that FIG. 4 
illustrates PCBs 400 and 500 under bottom chassis 300. Therefore, the objection to the 
drawings based on the failure to illustrate a printed circuit board disposed outside the 
mold frame is clearly in error. 

Further, with reference to FIG. 3, the specif icati on notes: 

The printed circuit board 500 (hereinafter, referred to as an inverter 
board) for supplying the power source and the printed circuit board 
400 (hereinafter, referred to as an A/D board) for converting 
signals are mounted on the rear surface of the bottom chassis 300 
which is exposed through the opening in the bottom surface of the 
mold frame 600. 
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That is, the placement of printed circuit board 500 and printed circuit board 400 is 
on the surface of bottom chassis 300 that is exposed through the opening in mold frame 
600. Thus, the allegation that FIG. 3 illustrates PCBs 400 and 500 placed directly on 
bottom chassis (on the side of bottom chassis 300 opposite mold frame 600) is in error. 
Since FIG. 3 is an exploded perspective view from the top, the only way to illustrate the 
positions of PCB 400 and PCB 500 is with an indication on the viewable side. 

The Office Action also alleges that the drawings do not illustrate that the opening 
in the mold frame exposes a center portion of the bottom surface of the bottom chassis. 
However, this feature can be clearly seen in the examples of FIG. 3 and FIG. 4. 
Referring to FIG. 4, the opening of mold frame 600 exposes the center portion of bottom 
chassis 300 between the vertical and bent edge portions of bottom chassis 300. Since this 
feature is clearly shown in the figures, the contrary allegation in the Office Action is in 
error. 

II. The Yamamoto and Takeishi references do not teach the elements of 
independent claims 34. 50, and 52 

We first note that the Advisory Action introduces a broad definition of the term 
"receiving," However, even assuming that this definition is appliedto the claims, the 
rejections are in error because the Yamamoto and Takeishi references do not teach the 
elements of independent claims 34 T 50 7 and 52. In particular, neither Yamamoto nor 
Takeishi teach an LCD device having a bottom chassis receiving a display unit and a 
mold frame receiving the bottom chassis, where the bottom chassis has a bottom surface 
exposed through an opening in the mold frame, as well as a PCB disposed on the bottom 
surface. Each of the pending independent claims includes these features. 

Turning first to Yamamoto, we note the following from the Office Action: 
display panel 11 of Yamamoto is identified as the display unit of the claims, element 25 
of Yamamoto is identified as the bottom chassis, molding frame 18 of Yamamoto is 
identified as the mold frame, element 17 of Yamamoto is identified as the opening, and 
printed circuit board 15 of Yamamoto is identified as the printed circuit board. 

Turning now to the figures of Yamamoto, it is clear that the above-identified 
elements do not have the claimed relationship, even using the suggested definition for the 
term "receiving." In Yamamoto, display panel 1 1 and element 25 (identified as the 

Page 3 Of 5 

PAGE 3/4 ' RCVD AT 1112112006 1:46:14 PM [Eastern Standard Time] • SVR:USPT0-EFXRF-3I12 ' DNIS:2738300 ' CSID:9497S27049 ' DURATION (mm-ss):02-C8 



11-21-' 06 11:45 FROM-MKC&H LLP 



9497527049 



T-169 P006/007 F-897 



AB-1663 US 
S.N. 09/850,367 

bottom chassis) are on opposite sides of molding frame 18. Yet, according to the claims, 
the bottom chassis receives the display unit, and the mold frame receives the bottom 
chassis. If the display of Yamamoto is positioned so that the bottom chassis "supports 
the weight or pressure of the display unit (which it would do in the illustrated position), 
molding frame 18 would not be supporting the weight or pressure of element 25. The 
opposite would be true: element 25 would be supporting the weight or pressure of 
molding frame 18. On the other hand, if the display is positioned so that the molding 
frame 18 supports the weight or pressure of element 25 (i.e., by turning the display upside 
down), the bottom chassis would not support the weight or pressure of the display unit. 
Further, it does not appear that any surface of element 25 would be exposed 
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